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ABSTRACT 

b 

A t  a time when most c i t i e s  i n  the  country a r e  a c t i v e l y  

campaigning t o  a t t r ac t  new i n d u s t r y ,  it seems a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  

s tudy t h e  b a s i c  p u b l i c  burden and b e n e f i t  de r ived  from i n t r o -  

ducing new i n d u s t r y  i n t o  a community. This i s  a case  s tudy  

wherein an at tempt  i s  made t o  measure t h e  p u b l i c  burden and 

b e n e f i t  of t h e  Apollo program on Las Cruces, New Mexico. 

Pub l i c  burden was de f ined  as t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  and c a p i t a l  c o s t s  

i ncu r red  by t h e  l o c a l  government when p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  were 

provided, and p u b l i c  bene f i t  was de f ined  i n  terms o f  monies 

r ece ived  by l o c a l  government i n  t a x e s ,  l i c e n s e s ,  f e d e r a l  a i d ,  

and s t a t e  a i d .  

f i t  was r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  1966 f i sca l  yea r ,  and the  fol lowing 

f a c t o r s  were considered i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s :  

family s ize ,  number of school c h i l d r e n ,  property assessment 

and m i l l  l e v i e s ,  number of automobiles,  miles d r iven  i n  auto-  

mobiles ,  income, consumption, f e d e r a l  and s t a t e - a i d  t o  t h e  Las 

Cruces School System, and the  Las Cruces School District  and 

Las Cruces c i t y  budgets.  

The measurement o f  t h e  p u b l i c  burden and bene- 

number o f  employees, 

Overal l  t h e  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t  from t h e  Apollo program i s  

g r e a t e r  than t h e  p u b l i c  burden o r  c o s t  by about 20 p e r c e n t .  

I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  revenue f o r  p u b l i c  educat ion exceeded t h e  

c o s t  o f  educat ing t h e  ch i ld ren  of t h e  Apollo f a m i l i e s  by 35 

p e r c e n t .  This  i s  due mostly t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  two-thirds  o f  

t h e  families d i d  not have c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  s choo l s .  On 

iii 
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f 

t h e  o t h e r  hand f o r  t hose  f ami l i e s  with c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  

s choo l s ,  t h e  average educat ional  c o s t  p e r  family exceeded t h e  

average revenue p e r  family by 10 p e r c e n t .  Receipts  f o r  u t i l -  

i t i e s ,  s a n i t a t i o n ,  and hea l th  s e r v i c e s  were g r e a t e r  t han  t h e  

c o s t s  of  rendering t h e s e  kinds o f  s e r v i c e s  by 38 p e r c e n t .  

This excess was mostly due t o  t h e  municipal n a t u r a l  gas s e r v i c e  

which operated a t  a 25 percent p r o f i t  r a t e .  

d i f f e r e n c e  between the  revenues and c o s t  e s t i m a t e s  f o r  s t r e e t s  

and a i r p o r t s .  

were added t o  t h e  c i t y  s t r e e t s  as a r e s u l t  o f  new housing devel-  

opments t h a t  accommodated t h e  Apollo f a m i l i e s .  For gene ra l  

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s e r v i c e s  the Apollo f a m i l i e s  paid 17 pe rcen t  

more than it  c o s t  t o  s e rv i ce  them on a p e r  c a p i t a  b a s i s .  

a l l  t he  major s e r v i c e  d i v i s i o n s  only p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  

and r e c r e a t i o n  s e r v i c e s  cost  more than  t h e  families pa id .  

revenue amounted t o  only 55 pe rcen t  of t h e  c o s t  o f  supplying 

p o l i c e  and f i r e  p ro tec t ion  and n e a r l y  75 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  c o s t  

of r e c r e a t i o n .  

There was l i t t l e  

However, one and a h a l f  mi l e s  of new paved roads 

O f  

The 

There i s  l i t t l e  doubt t h a t  t h e  Apollo program has been a 

g r e a t  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t  t o  the C i t y  o f  Las Cruces. 

f i c a n t  reason f o r  t h i s  i s  t h a t  t h e  weal th  and income l e v e l s  of 

t h e  families employed a t  the Apollo s i t e  a r e  above t h e  community 

average. A s  a r e s u l t  t h e  va lue  of t h e  average t a x  base i n  t h e  

community was inc reased  with t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  Apollo 

program. 

The most s i g n i -  

i v  



INTRODUCTION 

A t  a t ime when most c i t i e s  i n  the  country a r e  a c t i v e l y  campaigning 

t o  a t t r a c t  new i n d u s t r y ,  i t  seems a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  s tudy  t h e  b a s i c  p u b l i c  

burden and b e n e f i t  de r ived  from in t roduc ing  new i n d u s t r y  i n t o  a community. 

This  is a case s tudy wherein an at tempt  i s  made t o  measure t h e  p u b l i c  

burden and b e n e f i t  o f  t h e  Apollo program on Las Cruces,  New Mexico. 

F i r s t ,  a b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  major economic s e c t o r s  t h a t  have 

inf luenced employment i n  Las Cruces i s  p resen ted .  Agr i cu l tu re ,  New 

Jlexico S t a t e  Un ive r s i ty  and commerce were t h e  leading sources  o f  employ- 

ment i n  t h e  community p r i o r  t o  World War 11. With t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of 

t h e  White Sands M i s s i l e  Range a f t e r  World War I1 and l a t e r  t h e  construc-  

t i o n  o f  t h e  Apollo s i t e ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  employment i n  Las Cruces has 

changed, Today t h e  f e d e r a l  government and New Mexico S t a t e  Un ive r s i ty  

a r e  t h e  two most important sources o f  employment i n  t h e  community. The 

i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  t h e  Apollo program began i n  Las Cruces i n  1963. By t h e  

summer o f  1966, when t h i s  study was conducted, 1,500 persons were employed 

a t  t h e  s i t e  of which about 85 percent  r e s i d e d  i n  Las Cruces. The Apollo 

program s t a r t e d  i n  Las Cruces a t  t h e  time when employment a t  t h e  White 

Sands Missile Range was decreasing and t h e  community g e n e r a l l y  was exper- 

iencing :a l e v e l i n g  off i n  economic growth. Since 1963, t h e  resurgence i n  

economic a c t i v i t y  has come mostly as a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  t h e  

Apollo s i t e .  

METHOD0 LOGY 

I t  i s  axiomatic t h a t  d a t a  a r e  no b e t t e r  t h a n  t h e  methods used t o  

develop them. Therefore ,  a b r i e f  s ta tement  exp la in ing  t h e  method of  

a n a l y s i s  i s  expedient .  
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Pub l i c  burden i s  de f ined  as t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  and c a p i t a l  c o s t s  i ncu r red  

by t h e  l o c a l  government when pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  are  provided.  

i s  def ined i n  terms o f  monies received by t h e  l o c a l  government i n  t a x e s ,  

l i c e n s e s ,  f e d e r a l  a i d  and s t a t e  a i d .  Data were c o l l e c t e d  i n  l i n e  with t h e  

d e f i n i t i o n s .  The major c i t y  t axes ,  l i c e n s e s  and f e e s  t h a t  could be iden- 

t i f i e d  d i r e c t l y  with t h e  Apollo families were computed. 

and s t a t e - a i d  f o r  educa t iona l  purposes was c a l c u l a t e d  on a p e r  s tuden t  

b a s i s ,  t h e s e  revenues were computed according t o  t h e  number o f  p u b l i c  school  

c h i l d r e n  among t h e  Apollo f a m i l i e s .  

computed as though t h e  l o c a l  businesses  had s h i f t e d  t h e s e  t a x e s ,  l i c e n s e s  

and fees on t o  t h e  consumer. These r e sources  were, t h e r e f o r e ,  c a l c u l a t e d  

on a p e r  c a p i t a  b a s i s .  

could not be i d e n t i f i e d  d i r e c t l y  with the  families, t h e  c o s t  was f i g u r e d  

on a p e r  c a p i t a  b a s i s  except f o r  educat ion and s t reets  where t h e  c o s t  was 

c a l c u l a t e d  on a p e r  s tuden t  and automobile b a s i s  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

Pub l i c  b e n e f i t  

Since t h e  f e d e r a l  

A l l  o t h e r  sources  o f  revenue were 

Since the burden o r  c o s t  o f  government s e r v i c e  

The measurement o f  t h e  pub l i c  burden and b e n e f i t  was r e s t r i c t e d  t o  

t h e  1966 f iscal  y e a r .  For t h e  1,030 f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  survey,  t h e  following 

f a c t o r s  were considered i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s :  number o f  employees, family s i z e ,  

number of school  c h i l d r e n ,  p rope r ty  assessment and m i l l  l e v i e s ,  number o f  

automobiles,  mi l e s  d r iven  i n  automobiles,  income, consumption, f e d e r a l  and 

s t a t e - a i d  t o  t h e  Las Cruces School System, and t h e  Las Cruces School 

District  and Las Cruces c i t y  budgets.  The Las Cruces School D i s t r i c t  bud- 

g e t  i s  s e p a r a t e  from t h e  c i t y  budget. 

The Las Cruces c i t y  budget f o r  1965-1966 was determined by i temizing 

expected r e sources  and by a n t i c i p a t i n g  requirements  f o r  each major d i v i s i o n .  

The o r g a n i z a t i o n  of t h e  resources  i n  t h e  c i t y  budget by t h e  type of s e r v i c e  
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rendered made it p o s s i b l e  t o  analyze the  e f f e c t s  of t h e  Apollo program on 

a s e r v i c e  d i v i s i o n  b a s i s  as well as f o r  t h e  t o t a l  governmental o p e r a t i o n .  

I t  may be observed t h a t  the measurement o f  t h e  b a s i c  p u b l i c  burden 

and b e n e f i t  i s  confined t o  t h e  d i r ec t  and i n d i r e c t  payments of l o c a l  t a x e s ,  

l i c e n s e s  and fees of t h e  people employed a t  t h e  Apollo s i t e .  There a re  

undoubtedly g r e a t e r  e f f e c t s  from t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  t h e  Apollo s i t e  on 

t h e  l o c a l  government than  those d i r e c t l y  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  Apollo people .  

Secondary e f f e c t s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  develop when a d d i t i o n a l  bus inesses  e n t e r  

t o  p rov ide  consumer s e r v i c e s  f o r  t h e  new f a m i l i e s .  

t h e  secondary e f f e c t s  has not been q u a n t i f i e d .  

been made t o  measure t h e s e  a d d i t i o n a l  p u b l i c  burden and b e n e f i t  e f f e c t s .  

The p r e c i s e  e x t e n t  o f  

Therefore ,  no a t t empt  has  

THE PUBLIC BURDEN AND BENEFIT - - 
When new families l o c a t e  i n  a community, t h e  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  o f  t h a t  

community a r e  made a v a i l a b l e  r ega rd le s s  o f  t h e  economic r e sources  o f  t h e  

family.  Therefore ,  one might say t h a t  communities should seek new indus- 

t r y  t h a t  w i l l  a t t r a c t  new families t o  t h e  community whose c o n t r i b u t i o n s  

would be equal  t o  o r  g r e a t e r  than t h e  burden incu r red  by providing them 

with p u b l i c  goods and s e r v i c e s .  I t  i s  i n  t h i s  manner t h a t  an e v a l u a t i o n  

o f  t h e  effects  o f  t h e  Apollo program on Las Cruces i s  made. 

The To ta l  Budget -- 
The t o t a l  revenue resource o f  t h e  Apollo families amounted t o  

$1,131,000 as compared t o  a t o t a l  c o s t  of $957,800. This means t h a t  

revenue r e sources  exceeded t h e  s e r v i c e  requirement by $173,300 o r  n e a r l y  

20 p e r c e n t  (see Table I ) .  The major p a r t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  s u r p l u s  came from 

t h e  education and u t i l i t y ,  s a n i t a t i o n  and h e a l t h  d i v i s i o n s .  On t h e  o t h e r  
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hand, t h e  r e sources  for  r e c r e a t i o n  and p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  were 

i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  cover  the  c o s t s  o f  s e r v i c e .  

TABLE I 

THE REVENUE AND COST OF PUBLIC SERVICES 
FOR APOLLO FAMILIES 

FISCAL YEAR 1966 

Do 1 lar  Percentage 
Div is ion  Revenue c o s t  Difference Di f f e rence  

Educ a t  i on $ 551,600 $408,500 + $143,000 + 35 

Ut i l i t i e s ,  S a n i t a t i o n  

S t r e e t s  224 , 500 222 , 400 i 2,100 + 1  

P o l i c e  and F i r e  23 , 500 42,500 19,000 - 45 

and Heal th  302,600 255,400 + 47 , 200 + 18 

General Adminis t ra t ion 20,400 17,400 + 3 , 000 i 17  
- 

- Recreat ion 8.500 11.600 3.100 - 27 

L 

TOTAL $1,131,100 $957,800 + $173,300 + 18 

By analyzing t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  make up t h e  t o t a l  budget,  it may be 

p o s s i b l e  t o  exp la in  some o f  t h e  reasons why t h e  Apollo program has been 

b e n e f i c i a l  t o  t h e  community as viewed from t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r .  

Education A s  would b e  expected, t h e  educa t iona l  d i v i s i o n  demanded 

t h e  l a r g e s t  amount of revenue and incu r red  t h e  g r e a t e s t  c o s t .  A t o t a l  o f  

$551,600 was made a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  Las Cruces p u b l i c  s choo l s  while  t h e  

c o s t  o f  educat ing t h e  c h i l d r e n  amounted t o  $408,500. This showed t h a t  f o r  

educa t iona l  purposes revenues exceeded c o s t s  by 35 pe rcen t .  

t h r e e  major reasons why t h i s  surplus  should have been generated.  F i r s t ,  

only o n e - t h i r d  o f  t h e  Apollo f ami l i e s  had c h i l d r e n  e n r o l l e d  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  

s choo l s ,  which meant t h a t  f a r  more f a m i l i e s  c o n t r i b u t e d  revenue t o  educa- 

t i o n  than  r equ i r ed  educat ional  s e r v i c e .  Second, t h e  b a s i c  support  program 

There a r e  
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of t h e  s t a t e  f o r  educat ion con t r ibu ted  about 55 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  

educa t iona l  revenue. The f ede ra l  support  program f o r  school  c h i l d r e n  of 

f a m i l i e s  employed a t  t h e  Apollo i n s t a l l a t i o n  provided 25 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  

t o t a l  educat ional  revenue. A s  a r e s u l t ,  80 pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  revenue 

f o r  educat ion came from sources o t h e r  than t h e  Apollo families. 

t h e  average wealth and income l e v e l  of t h e s e  families was above t h e  

community average. 

community was inc reased  as a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  Apollo program. 

Third,  

Therefore,  t h e  va lue  o f  t h e  average t a x  base i n  t h e  

I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note t h a t  f o r  those f a m i l i e s  who do have school  

children, t h e  average educational cost per Lrmiiiy exceeded iile average 

revenue by 10 pe rcen t .  Only those  wi th  one c h i l d  i n  school  provided a 

s u r p l u s .  This su rp lus  averaged $10 pe r  family.  For those  families which 

had from two t o  e i g h t  ch i ld ren  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  s choo l s ,  an average d e f i c i t  

o r  burden of  $48 was incurred.  The average d e f i c i t  ranged from $35 p e r  

family with two school ch i ld ren  t o  $400 p e r  family with e i g h t  c h i l d r e n .  

I t  was a l s o  observed t h a t  t he  d e f i c i t  i nc reased  a t  a f a s t e r  r a t e  when 

t h e r e  were f i v e  o r  more school c h i l d r e n  p e r  family.  

by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  average l e v e l  o f  wealth and income o f  t hose  f a m i l i e s  

with f i v e  o r  more school  ch i ld ren  was p r o g r e s s i v e l y  below t h e  o v e r a l l  

averages f o r  a l l  Apollo f ami l i e s .  

This  may b e  explained 

The impact o f  t h e  Apollo f a m i l i e s  on school  enrollment and construc-  

The cons t ruc t ion  o f  two elementary schoo l s ,  a j u n i o r  t i o n  i s  noteworthy. 

high school and a high school have been completed s i n c e  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  

of t h e  Apollo s i t e .  Although t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  only r e p r e s e n t  7 p e r c e n t  o f  

t h e  school  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  Las Cruces school system, t h e  percentages 

ranged a s  high as 25 i n  the  newly cons t ruc t ed  schoo l s .  
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U t i l i t i e s ,  S a n i t a t i o n  and Heal th  The C i t y  o f  Las Cruces provides  - 
t h e  common u t i l i t i e s ,  s a n i t a t i o n  and h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t h e  

C i t y  o p e r a t e s  a municipal natural  gas e n t e r p r i s e .  

municipal n a t u r a l  gas e n t e r p r i s e  t o  t h e  C i t y  is i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  it i s  the  number one source o f  c i t y  revenue. 

The importance o f  t h e  

Revenue acquired from providing u t i l i t i e s ,  s a n i t a t i o n  and h e a l t h  

s e r v i c e s  amounted t o  $302,600, whereas t h e  cos t  o f  r ende r ing  t h i s  s e r v i c e  

was $255,400. 

Receipts  from n a t u r a l  gas and sewer f a c i l i t i e s  accounted f o r  a l l  o f  t h e  

This represented an excess  o f  $47,200 o r  18 p e r c e n t .  

F,,*nl,.p _n..nn.._P A m , . n l l A , 4  +hA r A r ~ r  - C  ---.,;A;..- ..-+-- - - A  ---L--- a u ~ p ~ u a  ~ L A A ~ G  I G V \ ~ A L U ~ . J  c y u a ~ A c u  U I ~  e u a c 3  VI ~ I U V L U L ~ L ~  W ~ C G L  aiiu g a ~ u a g ~  

c o l l e c t i o n  s e r v i c e s .  Since the municipal n a t u r a l  gas e n t e r p r i s e  ope ra t e s  

a t  a 25 pe rcen t  r a t e  o f  p r o f i t ,  t h i s  revenue source accounted f o r  t h e  

ma jo r i ty  o f  t h e  s u r p l u s .  As would be expected, t h e  p r o f i t s  from t h e  s a l e  

of n a t u r a l  gas are a l l o c a t e d  t o  o t h e r  d i v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  c i t y  government as 

needed. 

S t r e e t s  The Apollo program has  had a s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  upon t h e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  new roads and s t r e e t s  i n  Las Cruces s i n c e  about 40 pe rcen t  

of  t h e  f a m i l i e s  l i v e  i n  new houses. During f i s c a l  yea r  1966, it was e s t i -  

mated t h a t  one and a h a l f  miles o f  new paved roads were added t o  t h e  c i t y  

s t r e e t s  as a r e s u l t  o f  new housing developments t h a t  accommodated t h e  

Apollo families. Furthermore, an a d d i t i o n a l  t h r e e  mi l e s  o f  paved s t r e e t s  

had been cons t ruc t ed  p r i o r  t o  f i s ca l  yea r  1966. 

There was no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  revenues and c o s t s  

es t imated f o r  t h e  construct ion and maintenance o f  c i t y  s t reets .  However, 

of t h e  $224,500 con t r ibu ted  about 95 pe rcen t  was f o r  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  

new s t r e e t s .  
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Other Se rv ices  The revenues made a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  t h r e e  remaining 

d i v i s i o n s  c o n s t i t u t e d  on ly  5 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  revenue r e s o u r c e ,  

t he  same time the  c o s t  o f  these s e r v i c e s  r e p r e s e n t e d  7 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  

c o s t .  I n  t h e  general  admin i s t r a t ion  d i v i s i o n  revenues exceeded c o s t s  by 

1 7  p e r c e n t .  This excess was most ly  due t o  b u i l d i n g  permit f e e s .  Since t h e  

Apollo program has g r e a t l y  a f f e c t e d  t h e  r e s i d e n t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  s e c t o r  of 

+he Las Cruces economy, t h i s  phenomenon is  only n a t u r a l .  

A t  

The two remaining d i v i s i a n s - - p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  and r e c r e -  

ation--were t h e  only ones wherein t h e  c o s t s  of supplying t h e s e  services 

were g r e a t e r  than the reveni-ies de r ived .  The combined d e f i c i t  of theqe  

s e r v i c e s  was $22,100 of  which t h e  g r e a t e r  m a j o r i t y  occurred i n  t h e  p o l i c e  

and f i r e  d i v i s i o n .  

of supplying p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  and n e a r l y  75 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  c o s t  

of providing r e c r e a t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s .  

Effects by Family Income Groups 

The revenues amounted t o  only 55 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  c o s t  

- 
In o rde r  t o  observe how t h e  revenues and c o s t s  t o  t h e  C i t y  o f  Las 

Cruces va r i ed  with family income, t h e  incomes o f  t h e  Apollo f a m i l i e s  were 

arranged wi th in  f i v e  general  groups ($4,999 and below, $5,000 t o  $9,999, 

$10,000 t o  $14,999, $15,000 t o  $19,999 and $20,000 and above).  I t  was 

found t h a t  families with higher incomes experienced t h e  g r e a t e s t  s u r p l u s e s  

o r  i ncu r red  t h e  smallest d e f i c i t s  and v i c e  v e r s a  ( see  Table 1 1 ) .  Although 

t h i s  r e s u l t  i s  t o  be expected, t h i s  a n a l y s i s  showed on t h e  average t h a t  

those families with annual incomes of l e s s  than $5,000 f a i l e d  t o  g e n e r a t e  

s u f f i c i e n t  revenue t o  cover t h e  c o s t  o f  p rov id ing  them wi th  government 

s e r v i c e s .  For those families with annual incomes o f  $5,000 o r  more, t h e  

average s u r p l u s  ranged from $35.65 p e r  family f o r  t h e  $5,000 t o  $9,999 
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income group t o  a high of $152.49 pe r  family f o r  t h e  $20,000 and above 

income group. 

TABLE I1 

THE AVERAGE FAMILY SURPLUS AND DEFICIT 
FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES BY INCOME GROUPS 

c FISCAL YEAR 1966 

U t i l i t i e s ,  General  
S a n i t a t i o n  Adminis- Po l i ce  Recrea- 

Income Education & Health S t r e e t s  t r a t i o n  E F i r e  t i o n  To ta l  

$ 4,999 
& below - $ 7.44 + $17.73 + $0.64 - $ 2.77 - $17.83 - $2.85 - $ 12.52 

$ 5,000-- 
9,999 + 20.43 + 27.60 + 0.78 + 4.24 + 14.96 - 2.44 + 35.65 

10,000 -- 
14,999 + 20.43 + 38.98 + 1.86  + 13.88 - 13.87 - 2 . 3 2  + 63.08 

$’  5,000- - 
1’,999 + 23.76 + 47.70 + 3.22 + 17.40 - 13.35 - 2 . 2 7  + 76 e 46 

$ *  ,(loo-- 

+ (Surplus) 
- i n e f i c i t )  

& above + 57.30 + 68.20 + 4.94 + 33.16 - 9.37 - 1.74 + 152.49 
I 

- 
I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  only f o r  t he  government d i v i s i o n s  o f  

T t r e e t s  and u t i l i t i e s ,  s a n i t a t i o n  and h e a l t h  d id  average su rp luses  p e r  

fami ly  occur i n  a l l  income 

$0.64 t o  $4.94 p e r  family 

’per family i n  t h e  d i v i s i o n  

same time average d e f i c i t s  

of  p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t  

1 

groups.  These average su rp luses  ranged from 

n the s t r ee t  d i v i s i o n  and from $17-73  t o  $68.20 

o f  u t i l i t i e s ,  s a n i t a t i o n  and h2a l th .  

appeared f o r  a l l  income groups i n  t h e  d i v i s i o n s  

on and r e c r e a t i o n .  The l a r g e s t  d e f i c i t s  occur-  

A t  t h e  

red  a t  t h e  lower income l e v e l s .  The average d e f i c i t s  va r i ed  between $9.37 

.83 p e r  family i n  t h e  d iv i s ion  of  p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  and 

$1.74 and $2.85 pe r  family i n  t h e  d i v i s i o n  of  r e c r e a t i o n .  I n  t he  
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case  o f  educat ion and gene ra l  admin i s t r a t ion  s e r v i c e s ,  only those  f a m i l i e s  

with annual incomes o f  l e s s  than $5,000 showed an average d e f i c i t ,  The 

d e f i c i t s  amounted t o  $ 7  49 and $ 2 - 7 7  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

CONCLUSION 

, 

, 

I r  conclusion t h e r e  is l i t t l e  doubt t h a t  t he  Apollo program has been 

The n a t u r e  of  t h e  program has a g r e a t  b e n e f i t  t o  t h e  C i t y  of Las Cruces.  

. t r a c t e d  t o  Las Cruces a highly s k i l l e d  and t e c h n i c a l  l abo r  f o r c e  with 

1 1 . 5  3crompanying higher  l e v e l s  o f  income and weal th .  For example, t h e  p e r  

c ; lp i ta  income o f  t h e  Apollo famil ies  i s  est imated t o  be $3,125 which i s  

17 pe rcen t  above the  pe r  c a p i t a  l e v e l  f o r  t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  community. As 

a r e s u l t ,  t h e  value of t h e  average tax  base i n  t h e  community was inc reased  

wi th  the  in t roduc t ion  o f  t h e  Apollo program. 

I t  was f u r t h e r  pointed out t h a t  w i th  t h e  p r e s e n t  c i t y  t a x  s t r u c t u r e  

and f ede ra l  and s t a t e - a i d  programs, only f a m i l i e s  with annual incomes o f  

less than  $5,000 a r e  l i k e l y  t o  incur  g r e a t e r  c o s t s  than they provide 

revenue f o r  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s .  

Inasmuch as t h e  educational d i v i s i o n  accounted f o r  about 80 pe rcen t  

o f  t h e  t o t a l  revenue s u r p l u s ,  the f e d e r a l  support  programs t o  educat ion 

should not be minimized, During t h e  1965-1966 school y e a r ,  t h e  f e d e r a l  

government provided $107,000 t o  t h e  l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t  t o  a s s i s t  i n  

covering the  c o s t  of educat ing the school  c h i l d r e n  o f  t h e  Apollo f a m i l i e s .  

This  c o n t r i b u t i o n  alone accounted f o r  60 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  total .  revenue 

s u r p l u s .  Thus, without t h i s  add i t iona l  source o f  revenue t h e r e  would have 

been l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  t o t a l  revenue r ece ived  and t h e  t o t a l  

c o s t  of  providing p u b l i c  services  t o  t h e s e  f a m i l i e s .  
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APPENDIX I 

METHOD OF COMPUTING REVENUE AND COST 
PER DIVISION OF P U B L I C  SERVICE 

Educat ion 

Dara were r ece ived  from the Supe r in t enden t ' s  O f f i c e  o f  t h e  Las Cruces 

ScE.sol District  and t h e  pub 1 i c a t i ons New Mexico Publ ic  - School Finance 

5 i a r i s t i c s ,  Fiscal Year 1965-1966, Department of Finance and Adminis t ra t ion 

irti Tiiblic School budget, 1965-1966, Las Cruces School D i s t r i c t  NO 2 .  The 
.-- 

sources  o f  revenue were f e d e r a l  a i d ,  s t a t e  a i d ,  l o c a l  p rope r ty  t a x ,  and 

automobile l i c e n s e .  The amount o f  c o n t r i b u t i o n  was c a l c u l a t e d  i n  t h e  

fol lowing manner: 

(1) Federal  a i d  equaled $117.00 p e r  s tuden t  whose p a r e n t s  worked 
a t  t h e  Apollo s i t e .  

(2) S t a t e  a i d  was $268.00 p e r  s t u d e n t .  

(3) Local p rope r ty  t a x  was c a l c u l a t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  
m i l l  l e v i e s  and t h e  p rope r ty  assessment-l8,264 m i l l s  f o r  
p rope r ty  loca t ed  i n  Las Cruces, 18.229 f o r  p rope r ty  s i t u a t e d  
i n  M e s i l l a  P a r k ,  and 75 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  county wide assessment 
of 5.000 mills. 

(4 )  Automobile l i c e n s e  fee amounted t o  $1.15 per automobile,  The 
average automobile l i c e n s e  t a x  was a s c e r t a i n e d  by t a k i n g  a 
random sample of 155 c a r s  t h a t  were r e g i s t e r e d  a t  t h e  Apollo 
s i t e ,  The l i c e n s e  f e e  i s  based on t h e  weight of t h e  c a r  
and model yea r .  I t  was determined t h a t  t h e  average l i c e n s e  
t a x  f o r  t h e  Apollo f a m i l i e s  amounted t o  $18.50 with a s t a n -  
dard e r r o r  o f  t h e  mean o f  $1.65. Since 6 . 2  pe rcen t  o f  t h e  
automobile l i c e n s e  f e e  goes t o  educat ion,  a t o t a l  o f  $1,15 
p e r  automobile was c o l l e c t e d .  

The c o s t  o f  educat ion was computed on a p e r  s tuden t  b a s i s  and i n c l u -  

ded t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and c a p i t a l  o u t l a y s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  general  o p e r a t i o n  

expenses. The c o s t  p e r  s tuden t  amounted t o  $444.00. 
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U t i l i t i e s ,  S a n i t a t i o n  and Health -- 
The major source o f  information came from in t e rv i ews  with c i t y  o f f i c i a l s ,  

t h e  c i t y ' s  budget e s t ima tes  f o r  F i s c a l  Year 1965-1966 and t h e  s ta tement  of 

bonded indebtedness--General Obligat ion Bonds--as o f  June 30, 1965. The 

revenue and c o s t  c a l c u l a t i o n s  are  as fol lows : 

(1) Natural  Gas r e c e i p t s  per family were est imated by c i t y  o f f i c i a l s  
a t  $96.00 annua l ly ,  and t h e  c o s t  of s e r v i c e  was e s t ima ted  a t  
$72.00 annual ly .  Since t h e  Apollo f a m i l i e s  have average i n -  
comes higher  than the average incomes o f  t h e  remaining Las 
Cruces families, these f i g u r e s  should be considered as conser-  
v a t i v e  e s t i m a t e s .  

Water charges were estimated by c i t y  o f f i c i a l s  t o  be annua l ly  
$48.0c! per  fsmily. This is an aversge f igl l re  and d"PS n!?t 
r e p r e s e n t  a f i x e d  charge. In  a d d i t i o n ,  a gene ra l  o b l i g a t i o n  
bond f o r  c a p i t a l  improvements was another  source o f  revenue 
and c o l l e c t i o n  was est imated t o  be 3.747 m i l l s  on t h e  a s ses sed  
va lua t ion  of property.  The annual c o s t  o f  water s e r v i c e  t o  
t h e  C i t y  was $48.00 pe r  family p l u s  $11.66 p e r  family t o  cover  
t h e  i n t e r e s t  and s inking requirements on t h e  gene ra l  o b l i g a t i o n  
bonds. 

(3) The annual revenue from sewer s e r v i c e  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  s e r v i c e  
charge of $12.00 plus 7.494 m i l l s  on assessed v a l u a t i o n  of 
p rope r ty  t o  cover the general  o b l i g a t i o n  bonds. I n  a d d i t i o n  
a f e d e r a l  g r a n t  on a 50 pe rcen t  matching b a s i s  was included.  
The c a l c u l a t e d  amount was 2.987 mills o f  a s ses sed  p r o p e r t y .  
The computed c o s t  of providing sewer s e r v i c e  on an annual 
b a s i s  was s t a t e d  by government o f f i c i a l s  t o  be $12.00 p e r  
family p lus  $19.34 per family f o r  i n t e r e s t  and s i n k i n g  r e q u i r e -  
ments on General Obligat ion Bonds. 

(4)  Revenue from garbage c o l l e c t i o n  amounted t o  $24.00 annual ly  p e r  
family and t h e  computed expense o f  t h i s  s e r v i c e  was a l s o  $24.00 
annual ly  p e r  f a m i l y .  

S t r e e t s  

C i ty  o f f i c i a l s  and government r e p o r t s  were t h e  major sources  o f  i n f o r -  

mation. However, a d d i t i o n a l  data on annual automobile mileage f o r  one, two, 

t h r e e ,  and f o u r - c a r  f a m i l i e s  were ob ta ined  from t h e  Al l s ta te  Insurance 

Company. Also l o c a l  gas s t a t i o n  managers were con tac t ed  t o  determine t h e  
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use  of r e g u l a r  and premium gasol ines  i n  t h e  community. Revenues came from 

t h e  following sources :  

(1) The gaso l ine  tax was est imated a t  annual r a t e s  o f  $6 .40  f o r  one- 
c a r  f a m i l i e s ,  $8.53 f o r  two-car f a m i l i e s ,  $10.80 f o r  t h r e e -  
c a r  f a m i l i e s ,  and $12.00 f o r  f o u r - c a r  f a m i l i e s .  This  assumed 
t h a t  t he  g a s o l i n e  usage was on the  b a s i s  o f  two- th i rds  r e g u l a r  
and o n e - t h i r d  premium and f u r t h e r  t h a t  80 pe rcen t  of t h e  
d r i v i n g  occurred i n  Las Cruces.  

(2) Parking meter revenues were f l g u r e d  on a p e r  automobile b a s i s  
which amounted t o  $ .85.  

(3j  Revenues from general  o b l i g a t i o n  bonds came from a 2.018 m i l l  
levy on a s ses sed  property.  

(4)  I t  was est imated t h a t  t h e  average s t r e e t  c o s t  f o r  new houses 
WnlJl? amn12nt t o  $1,2n_?.nn r-- n0-f. 7 5 - f r m t - f w t  ? c t .  Thereforc ,  
t h i s  f i g u r e  c o n s t i t u t e d  revenue as wel l  as c o s t  t o  t h e  C i t y .  

The c o s t  c a l c u l a t i o n s  f o r  s t r e e t s  were f i g u r e d  on a p e r  automobile 

b a s i s  and amounted t o  $9.62 annual ly .  Also t h e  $1,203.00 pe r  75-front-  

f o o t  l o t  o f  newly cons t ruc t ed  houses were included i n  t h e  t o t a l  c o s t  o f  

s t r e e t s .  

General Adminis t ra t ion 

Information on gene ra l  admin i s t r a t ion  r e c e i p t s  and expenses was ob- 

t a i n e d  from l o c a l  government o f f i c i a l s  and c i t y  r e p o r t s .  Revenues came 

from t h e  f r a n c h i s e  t a x e s ,  miscellaneous pe rmi t s ,  miscellaneous s e r v i c e s ,  

and paving d i s t r i c t s .  These revenues were c a l c u l a t e d  on a pe r  c a p i t a  

b a s i s ,  In  add i t ion  bu i ld ing  permit revenue was f i g u r e d  on t h e  b a s i s  of 

$1,50 on t h e  f i r s t  $1,000 valuat ion and subsequent ly  $ 1 , 0 0  per  $1,000 of 

added v a l u a t i o n  of t h e  s t r u c t u r e .  Automobile l i c e n s e  f e e  a l s o  probide 

revenue f o r  general  admin i s t r a t ion  and it c o n t r i b u t e d  $ 2 . 0 4  y e r  automo- 

b i l e  annua l ly .  The C i t y  receives  10 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  automobile l i c e n s e s  

r e g i s t e r e d  i n  t h e  county p lus  6 . 7  pe rcen t  o f  an a d d i t i o n a l  15 percent  of 

automobile l i c e n s e  f e e .  Also c o l l e c t i o n s  on a gene ra l  o b l i g a t i o n  bond 
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f o r  f l ood  p r o t e c t i o n  and pub l i c  s a f e t y  b u i l d i n g  were c r e d i t e d  t o  t h e  gen- 

e r a l  admin i s t r a t ion  d i v i s i o n .  This amounted t o  , 865  mills on a s ses sed  

p r o p e r t y ,  

The c c s t  o f  t he  general  admin i s t r a t ion  s e r v i c e  i s  o f  such a general  

purpose t h a t  t h e  c o s t  was f igu red  on a p e r  c a p i t a  b a s i s .  

P o l i c e  a.nd Fire  --- - _I 

The c i t y  budget was t h e  source of d a t a  f o r  t h e  p o l i c e  and f i r e  d i v i -  

: ion .  C o l l e c t i o n  as a pe r  c a p i t a  b a s i s  ($3.00 p e r  person) was computed 

fr,.ii’l occupat ional  l i c e n s e s ,  l iquor  l i c e n s e s  , f i n e s  and f e e s  , and t h e  f i r e  

7 .  f u n d ,  I L  was assumed t h a t  businesses  wouid pass  these  xaxes and f e e s  on 

t o  t h e  consumer i n  the p r i c e s  of goods and s e r v i c e s .  There i s  a l s o  2 . 2 2 5  

m i l l s  on a s ses sed  p rope r ty  which i s  c o l l e c t e d  f o r  p o l i c e  and f i r e  p ro tec -  

t i o n .  

The expense of p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  was a l l o c a t e d  on a per  

c a p i t a  b a s i s  which meant t h a t  $ 9 . 2 5  would be c o l l e c t e d  

Recreat ion 

The c i t y  budget c o n s t i t u t e d  t h e  major source o f  information Because 

o f  t h e  gene ra l  purpose of r e c r e a t i o n  t h e  revenues and c o s t s  were est imated 

on a pe r  c a p i t a  b a s i s .  The major sources of revenue f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  a r e  

Branigan e s t a t e ,  swimming pools ,  c i g a r e t t e  t a x ,  and miscel laneous f e e s .  

I t  should a l s o  be noted t h a t  a . 2 8 8  m i l l  levy on a s ses sed  p rope r ty  was 

c o l l e c t e d  t o  cover park improvements with a general  o b l i g a t i o n  b o n d .  

Conclusion 

In conclusion,  t h e  revenue sources  r e f e r r e d  t o  were those a v a i l a b l e  

t o  t h e  C i ty  of Las Cruces €or  the 1965-1966 budget Since T h a t  t ime :he  

c i t y  s a l e s  t a x  has been added a s  P source of revenue. Also when refer~xi’Cc 



was made t o  c o s t s  o r  expenses ,  t h e  c a l c u l a t i o n s  always took  i n t o  c o n c i r l ~ r -  

a t i o n  t h e  personnel ,  ope ra t ing ,  and c a p i t a l  c o s t s  f o r  t h e  pe r iod  p l u s  

i n t e r e s t  and s inking  requirements of  general  o b l i g a t i o n  bonds of  prev ious  

pe r iods .  



APPENDIX I1 

SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AVERAGE APOLLO FAMILY 

J u s t  what a r e  some of t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  average Apollo 

family r e s i d i n g  i n  Las Cruces? 

and one - th i rd  o f  t h e  f a m i l i e s  have c h i l d r e n  a t t e n d i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  schools .  

T k r e  i s  a 55 pe rcen t  chance tha t  t h e  family i s  buying i t s  own house and 

owns two automobiles.  

p e r  c a p i t a  income was $3,175. 

$3,400 and t h e  average annual property t a x  amounts t o  about $175. Esti- 

mates o f  a d d i t i o n a l  l o c a l  t a x  payments p e r  family were $45 i n  c i t y  s a l e s  

tax,  $50 i n  c i t y  g a s o l i n e  t a x ,  and $25 i n  automobile l i c e n s e  f e e s .  

C i g a r e t t e  tax ,  l i q u o r  t ax ,  f e e s  and f i n e s  were c a l c u l a t e d  t o  be about 

$30 p e r  family.  I n  a d d i t i o n  because o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  f e d e r a l  and s t a t e -  

a i d  t o  educat ion i n  Las Cruces, the f e d e r a l  government supp l i ed  $117 p e r  

school  c h i l d  from Apollo f ami l i e s  and s t a t e  provided $268 pe r  school  c h i l d  

du r ing  t h e  1965-66 school y e a r .  

The family comprises n e a r l y  f o u r  persons 

The average income amounts t o  n e a r l y  $11,000 and 

The average dwell ing u n i t  i s  a s ses sed  a t  
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APPENDIX I11 

TABLE I11 

TOTAL REVENUE AND COST FOR ALL DIVISIONS 
FOR APOLLO FAMILIES I N  THE SAMPLE, 

FISCAL YEAR 1966 

Education 

Revenue 
Federal  a i d  $107,640 
S t a t e  a i d  246,560 
Property t a x  74 , 033 
Automobile l i c e n s e  1,328 

Tctsl 

c o s t  

d i f f e r e n c e  

U t i l i t i e s ,  S a n i t a t i o n  and H e a l t h  - 
Revenue 

Natural gas  $ 99,552 
Water f e e  49 , 776 
Water GOB* 12,661 
Sewer f e e  12,444 
Sewer GOB* 25,321 
Sewer Federal  Grant 10,093 
Garbage c o l l e c t i o n  24 , 888 

To ta l  

c o s t  
Natural  gas 78,812 
Water 61,867 
Sewer 32 , 500 
Garbage c o l l e c t i o n  24 , 888 

To ta l  

d i f f e r e n c e  

@ n ? n  c c i  
y - r L 2 , J V I  

$408 , 480 

+$21 , 081 

$234 , 736 

$198,067 

+$36 , 669 

*General Obl iga t ion  Bond 
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Table I11 - continued 

S t r e e t s  

Revenue 
Gasoline t ax  
Parking meter 
New b u i l d i n g  
GOB* 

To ta l  

c o s t  
Per au to  
N e w  b u i l d i n g  

To ta l  

d i f f e r e n c e  

$ 7,215 
1 , 170 

204,911 
6,819 

$220,615 

13,247 
204.911 

General Adminis t ra t ion 

Revenue 
Per c a p i t a  $ 5,267 
Automobile license 2,356 

Miscellaneous 2,923 
Building permits  5,509 

To ta l  

c o s t  

d i f f e r e n c e  

P o l i c e  and Fire -- 
Revenue 

Per c a p i t a  
Property t a x  

To ta l  

c o s t  

d i f f e r e n c e  

$218,158 

+$2,457 

$ 16,055 

$ 13,524 

+$2,531 

$ 10,677 
7.518 

$ 18,195 

$ 32,921 

-$14,726 

*General Obligat ion Bond 
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Revenue 
Per c a p i t a  
Park GOB* 

Tota l  

c o s t  

d i f f e r e n c e  

Table I11 - continued 

Recreat ion 

$ 5,623 
973 

$ 6,596 

$ 9,040 

-$2,444 

*General Obligat ion Bond 
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TABLE I V  

. 

ESTII4ATED TAX CONTRIBUTIONS OF APOLLO 
FAMILIES, FISCAL YEAR 1966 

Sample t o t a l  Est imate  Grand T o t a l  

$ 956,323 $1,468,000 

141 , 000 

1 9 2  Federal  Income Tax 

S t a t e  Income Tax 

2 S t a t e  S a l e s  Tax 

91 , 718 1Y2 

139,741 201,000 

46,580 67,000 ias Cruces S a l e s  Tax 2 9 6  

Proper ty  Tax 

Gasol ine  Tax 

Automobile License 

4 

5 

To ta l  

173,646 228,000 

50,533 65,000 

21,368 30 , 000 

$1,479,909 $2,200,000 

'Based on t h e  s t anda rd  10 percent deduct ions  p lus  exemptions f o r  dependents .  

21ncomes of 847 families were included i n  t h e  sample. 

'There were 995 families i n  t h e  sample. 

4Some 1002 automobiles were i n  the  sample. 

5A t o t a l  o f  882 automobiles l i censed  i n  N e w  Mexico i n  t h e  sample. 

6Since a Las Cruces sales tax d id  not  e x i s t  i n  f i s ca l  1966, t h i s  f i g u r e  
only  r e p r e s e n t s  a p o t e n t i a l  con t r ibu t ion  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  given incomes. 
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L 

b 

. 

Family S i z e  

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Average P rope r ty  Assessment 

$3,206 

3,876 

4,120 

4,443 

1 ,981  

1 , 777 

1,100 

3 , 650 

22 

TABLE V I  

AVERAGE PROPERTY ASSESSMENT BY FAMILY SIZE, 
FISCAL YEAR 1966 



TABLE V I 1  

L 

r 

L. 

NUMBER & PROPORTION OF SCHOOL CHILDREN OF APOLLO FAMILIES 
ENROLLED IN LAS CRUCES P U B L I C  SCHOOLS 

1965-66 SCHOOL YEAR 

No. of  
Apol l o  T o t a l  Percent  
School School o f  

Chi 1 d r  en Enrollment Apollo 
School 1965-66 1965-66 S tuden t s  

z 1 ementary 
Alameda 85 658 12 .9  
Bradley 5 477 1 , o  
C e n t r a l  63 678 9 . 3  
Con1 ee 77 888 8 .7  
Dona Ana 3 188 1 . 6  
East P icacho  8 144 5 . 6  
Fairacres 2 225 0 . 9  
Hermosa Heights  24 501 4 .8  
Loma Heights  71 30 1 23.6 
Lucero 17 398 4 . 3  
MacArt hu r  18  466 3 . 9  
Mesilla 16 593 2 .7  
Mesilla Park 26 829 3 .1  
U n i v e r s i t y  H i l l s  95 453 21.0 
Va l l ey  V i e w  15 448 3 .3  

26 47 2 5 .5  - Washington 

T o t a l  55 1 7,719 7 .1  

J u n i o r  High 
Alameda 
Court  
Lynn 

111 1,155 9 .6  

89 929 9 . 6  
25 1 ,103  2 . 2  
- 

T o t a l  225 3,187 7 . 1  

S e n i o r  High 
Las Cruces 
Mayf i e  Id  

86 1,807 4 . 8  
58 717 8 . 1  - 

T o t a l  144 2,524 5 .7  

TOTALS 920 13,430 6 .9  
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* 

TABLE V I 1 1  

ENROLLMENT OF CHILDREN OF APOLLO FAMILIES 
BY SCHOOL AND GRADE 
1965-66 SCHOOL YEAR 

Percent  
o f  

School Grades 

School 1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8  9 10 11 1 2  T o t a l  T o t a l  c. 

E 1 em en t a r y  . A 1 ameda 
Bradley 
Cen t r  3 1 
Conlee 
Dona Ana 
East Picacho 
F a i r a c r e s  
Hermosa 

Heights  
Loma Heights  
Lucero 
MacAr t h u r  
Mesi 1 la 
Mesilla P a r k  
U n i v e r s i t y  

H i l l s  
Val ley  V i e w  
Washington 

15 
3 

13  
13  

2 
2 
1 

4 
1 7  
5 
6 
3 
3 

21 
1 
3 

1 2  

1 4  
1 4  

2 
1 

4 
13  

3 
2 
1 
3 

14 
3 

10 

19  
1 

18 
17 
1 

4 
1 4  

2 
4 
6 
2 

19 
1 
3 

10 

2 
14 

1 

4 
11 

2 
3 
1 
5 

18 
2 
6 

16 
1 
9 

1 2  

2 

4 
11 

4 
2 
2 
7 

7 
4 
2 

13 

7 
7 

1 

85 9 . 2  
5 0 . 5  

63 6 . 9  
77 8 . 4  
3 0 . 3  
8 0 . 9  
2 0 . 2  

24 2 .6  
71 7 . 7  
17 1 . 9  
18 2 . 0  
16 1 . 7  
26 2 . 8  

16 
4 
2 

95 10 .3  
15 1 , 6  
26 2 , 8  
r 

T o t a l  551 59.8 

J u n i o r  High 
A 1  ameda 
Court  
Lynn 

35 42 34 
10 5 1 0  
34 30 25 

111 1 2 - 1  
25 2 . 7  

9 "  7 89 ~- - 
T o t a l  225 24.5 

Sen io r  High 
Las Cruces 
Mayfie Id  

25 31 30 86 9 . 4  
58 6 . 3  34 24 - 

T o t a l  144 15 .9  

GRAND TOTAL 1 1 2  

1 2 . 2  

96 111 79 

8 . 6  

83 

9 .0  

70 79 77 69 59 55 30 920 100.0" 

PERCENT OF 
TOTAL 10.4 1 2 . 1  7 . 6  8 .6  8 .4  7 . 5  6 . 4  6 . 0  3 . 2  100.0 

*This f i g u r e  does not  equal  t h e  t o t a l  accumulated percentages  due t o  rounding .  


